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ABSTRACT 
This study was conducted to investigate the push and pull factors in consumers’ 
decisions in choosing wedding banquet venues in Chongqing, China. The objectives of 
this research were to identify push and pull factors that motivated decision makers and to 
explore the relationships between the factors across decision makers’ demographic 
variables including “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly income”, and 
“wedding banquet budget”. This study made the first attempts to utilize push-pull theory 
to investigate customer motivation in choosing wedding banquet venues.  
Four types of analysis were utilized in the methodology chapter. First, descriptive 
analysis was used to provide a summary of the demographic characteristics of the 
participants. Next, exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify the push and pull 
constructs used throughout the study. Third, ANOVA was utilized to determine whether 
significant differences existed between push and pull factors based on the demographic 
variables “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly income”, and “wedding 
banquet budget”. Finally, Pearson bivariate correlation analysis was conducted to identify 
the relationships between the push and pull factors. The present research identified four 
push factors (“seeking relaxation and knowledge”, “fulfilling prestige”, “escaping from 
daily routine”, and “social networking”) derived from the extracted 10 push items and six 
pull factors (“budget”, “atmosphere”, “facilities”, “wedding services”, “transportation”, 
and “service and quality”) derived from the extracted 16 pull items, and failed to find a 
significant relationship among these push and pull factors at the p < .05 level. This thesis 
concludes with a discussion of the findings, implications for practice, and 
recommendations for future research.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
The wedding reception is a fundamental part of weddings in many cultures (Lau 
& Hui, 2010). The wedding banquet, a private event with relatives and guests, is held 
after the marriage ceremony or the signing of the marriage certificate at the government 
marriage registration (Choi, 2002). During the reception, couples have the opportunity to 
share their good fortune with family members and friends with whom they have close 
relationships (Post, 2006). 
High-priced banquet activities at wedding receptions have significantly 
contributed to the growth in the overall profits of the food and beverage (F&B) 
departments of hotels (Adler & Chien, 2004). Marsan (2000) indicated that almost 70% 
of the food and beverage revenue of hotels in the U.S. is generated by banquets. Fifty 
percent of these profits come from weddings in the United States. Perkowski (2012) 
indicated that over 10 million weddings occur each year in China due to its large 
population, representing almost five times more weddings than those that take place in 
the U.S. The wedding industry in China was a $57 billion business in 2011, although the 
size of the industry varies by type of wedding service, i.e., wedding banquet market, 
wedding planning market, etc. Traditionally, restaurants and hotel ballrooms have been 
the most popular venues for wedding banquets in China. According to data collected by 
the Hong Kong Tourism Board (HKTB), the revenue from F&B departments represented 
30% of total hotel revenues from 2003 to 2007 (HKTB, 2004-2008). A recent survey 
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conducted by ESDlife, an upgraded public-private partnership agency in Hong Kong, 
revealed that the wedding banquet business represented a revenue of $755 million each 
year in Hong Kong and that from 2003 to 2007, the average amount that a couple was 
willing to spend on the wedding banquet alone was approximately $15,900 (ESDlife, 
2007). 
The city of Chongqing is a major city in Southwest China. Chongqing is one of 
the four direct-controlled municipalities in China, along with Beijing, Shanghai, and 
Tianjin. An Economic Statistics Report released by the Chongqing Statistics Bureau 
(2012) indicated that Chongqing’s gross domestic product (GDP) grew from 1.001113 
trillion ($158.9 billion) in 2011 to 1.146 trillion yuan ($184.23 billion) in 2012, which 
was the second fastest growth rate in China (Li, 2013). Moreover, the registered 
household population of Chongqing reached 33.2981 million in 2011 (Luo, 2012). 
Against such a background of economic development, it is understandable that 
consumers in Chongqing have greater disposable income and are inclined to spend 
significant amounts of money on weddings in order to achieve a truly memorable event.  
 
Problem Statement 
Despite the significant growth of the wedding industry in China, very few studies 
have focused on couple behavior with regard to the selection of the wedding banquet 
venue (Lau & Hui, 2010). In order to maximize profits, hotel and restaurant managers 
require a comprehension of customers’ motivations when choosing wedding banquet 
venues and should take these motivations into serious consideration. 
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Push-pull theory has been widely applied to tourism research, and specifically to traveler 
motivations. The theory provides a framework for examining customers’ motivations for 
choosing to visit specific locations by analyzing two aspects: factors that push customers 
into making decisions via internal forces such as fulfilling prestige and gaining 
knowledge (Mohammad & Som, 2010), and factors that pull customers to choose desired 
locations via external forces, such as the attributes of the destination (Crompton, 1979; 
Dann, 1977; Jang & Cai, 2002; Yuan & McDonald, 1990). Moreover, previous research 
has also identified push-pull factors in different sectors of the hospitality industry (Jang 
& Cai, 2002; Yuan &McDonald, 1990). However, to the knowledge of the author, no 
previous studies have applied push-pull theory to the wedding banquet context. This does 
not mean that it is inapplicable to utilize this theory to examine customers’ motivations 
for choosing wedding banquet venues. In fact, the process by which consumers select 
travel destinations is similar to the process of selecting a wedding banquet venue. 
Specifically, before making a decision, customers consider the internal forces and 
external forces that push and pull them to choose a venue. For example, a recent study 
conducted by Lau and Hui (2010) utilized intrinsic and extrinsic selection attributes 
consisting of 25 venue attributes and 11 personal attributes to analyze the selection of 
wedding banquet venues. It was concluded that among the 25 venue attributes, employee 
attitude was rated the most important. Among 11 personal attributes, the first impression 
was the most influential attribute and an auspicious wedding date was the least influential. 
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Purpose of Study 
This study aimed to investigate the push and pull factors in consumers’ decisions 
in choosing wedding banquet venues in Chongqing, China. More specifically, the 
objectives of the study were to: 
 identify the primary push factors that motivate decision makers when selecting 
wedding banquet venues; 
 identify the primary pull factors that motivate decision makers when selecting 
wedding banquet venues;  
 explore the relationship between push and pull factors across demographic 
variables including “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly 
income”, and “wedding banquet budget”. 
 
Research Questions 
The following questions were used to guide this study: 
1. What are the influencing push factors for decision makers when they choose 
wedding banquet venues? 
2.  What are the influencing pull factors for decision makers when they choose 
wedding banquet venues?  
3. Are there any differences in the push and pull factors across demographic 
variables including “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly 
income”, and “wedding banquet budget? 
4. Are there any relationships among the push and pull factors in the study?  
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Significance of study  
In the vast and lucrative wedding market, it is critical for hotel and restaurant 
management staff to identify the factors that are involved in consumers’ motivations for 
choosing wedding banquet venues. In spite of the significance of the wedding business in 
the hospitality industry in Beijing and Shanghai, few studies have been conducted 
regarding wedding banquet venues in Chongqing. In particular, very little is known about 
the motivational factors of consumers in the wedding industry of Chongqing. To fill this 
knowledge gap, this study made the first attempts to utilize push-pull theory to 
investigate customer motivation in choosing banquet venues, an approach that is novel in 
its field. In order to effectively market a particular venue, it is indispensable to 
understand both push and pull factors and the relationship between them. Insight into the 
interaction of these two dimensions can help marketers and restaurant and hotel 
developers segment potential customer groups and determine the most successful 
coupling of push and pull factors.  Moreover, applying push-pull theory to the selection 
of wedding banquet venues enriches both the theoretical understanding and the field of 
wedding research, and can thus provide effective marketing strategies to practitioners in 
the wedding banquet venue business. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Overview 
This chapter provides a review of literature on wedding banquet research and 
push-pull theory. The first section offers a review of existing studies in the wedding 
industry context, while the second section discusses customer motivation through the lens 
of push and pull factors, respectively.  
 
Wedding Banquet Venues 
Selecting a wedding banquet venue is a significant decision-making process for a 
couple. To date, the criteria for selection a wedding banquet venue have been addressed 
only in trade magazines, with the exception of studies conducted by Lau and Hui (2010) 
which was focused on selection attributes of wedding banquet venues in Hong Kong. The 
wedding banquet is an elaborate and expensive occasion and its goal is twofold: to create 
a celebratory atmosphere and to ensure the physical and emotional comfort of guests 
(Post, 2006). Bowdin et al. (2006) indicated that the choices that consumers make 
regarding wedding venues are determined from cognitive and affective perspectives. 
Similarly, Van der Wagen (2005) identified several aspects of an event that should be 
considered when developing venue or site specifications, including facilities and services; 
location; capacity of the site or venue; creative themes or decor; availability; and 
accessibility. As such, the venue is a key element in planning a wedding banquet. 
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Despite the significance of the venue in planning an event, very few studies have 
addressed the process of selecting a venue for a wedding banquet. Furthermore, early 
research regarding Chinese restaurant venues focused primarily on the dining selection 
preferences of specific groups of customers (e.g., mature tourists). Thus, there is limited 
information available regarding the process of selecting wedding banquet venues. 
 
Push-pull Theory 
Push-pull theory has been widely used in previous studies, primarily those 
focused on the travel industry and, more specifically, the fields of theme parks and travel 
destinations. The majority of discussions in the existing tourist motivation literature, such 
as visitor satisfaction (Mohamed & Othman, 2012), have revolved around the concepts of 
push and pull factors. To the knowledge of the current author, no researchers have 
applied push-pull theory to studies focusing on wedding planning, and the significance of 
examining this context utilizing push-pull theory has been previously ignored. Push-pull 
theory offers a framework consisting of push factors and pull factors with the purpose of 
examining the motivations underlying tourist behavior such as tourists’ decision-making 
behaviors (Dann, 1977; Klenosky, 2002). In this framework, push factors refer to the 
specific forces that influence a person’s decision to travel, while pull factors refer to the 
forces that influence a person’s decision regarding which specific destination to select 
(Kim, Lee & Klenosky, 2003). 
The literature regarding push-pull theory has been enriched over the past 30 years. 
Crompton (1979) briefly identified seven push motives consisting of escape, self-
exploration, relaxation, prestige, regression, kinship-enhancement, and social interaction; 
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and two pull motives consisting of novelty and education. As a result of Crompton’s 
earlier efforts, many researchers have subsequently identified the forces that underlie the 
dimensions and structure of customers’ motivations in different segments of the 
hospitality industry (Jang & Cai, 2002; Yuan &McDonald, 1990). For example, 
according to a study conducted in four countries (Japan, France, West Germany, and the 
United Kingdom), Yuan and Mc Donald (1990) identified five push factors from 29 
motivational items (escape, novelty, prestige, enhancement of kinship relationships, and 
relaxation) and seven pull factors from 53 attraction items (budget; culture and history; 
wilderness; ease of travel; cosmopolitan environment; facilities; and hunting). The results 
indicated that individuals from various countries might travel for similar reasons, but that 
their reasons for choosing a specific place and the level of importance attached to these 
factors may differ among participants from different countries. Furthermore, with the 
development of literature in the hospitality industry, an increasing number of push and 
pull factors have been identified, such as knowledge-gaining and transportation. 
 
Push Factors 
Push factors have been conceptualized as motivational factors or needs that arise 
due to a tension in the motivational system (Kim, Lee & Klenosky, 2003). Baloglu and 
Uysal (1996) stated that the majority of push factors, such as social interaction, originate 
from the intangible or intrinsic desires of individual travelers. As discussed above, escape, 
prestige, enhancement of relationships, and relaxation are primary push factors to 
consider in investigating customers’ motivations in the hospitality industry (Jang & Cai, 
2002; Yuan &McDonald, 1990). 
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Crompton (1979) identified fulfilling prestige as one of the primary push motives 
and defined it as the symbol of an elite lifestyle. According to a study conducted by 
Mohammad & Som (2010), it is widely accepted that fulfilling prestige is a push factor in 
which people are motivated to pursue prestige, increase social status, visit a place that 
their friends also visit, and visit a place that would impress their friends and family. The 
results showed that fulfilling prestige was the most important push factor and that gaining 
knowledge was the fourth most important pull factor in the study.   
Iso-Ahola (1982, 1989) suggested that two basic motivational dimensions of 
leisure or tourism behavior, escaping from daily routine and seeking relaxation, 
simultaneously influence people’s leisure behaviors. For instance, a tourist may want to 
visit a place to escape from his or her personal environment (e.g. to be away from home) 
and to seek out physical and psychological rewards in personal dimensions (e.g. to relax 
spiritually and physically) (Ryan, 1991). For another example, when a couple selects a 
venue for their wedding banquet, they might select a place that reflects their personalities 
and that will ensure the physical and emotional comfort of their guests (Post, 2006). 
 
Pull Factors 
In contrast, pull factors have been conceptualized as the features, attractions, or 
attributes of the destination itself (Kim, Lee & Klenosky, 2002). As discussed above, 
Yuan and Mc Donald (1990) identified seven pull factors in order to develop a profile of 
pull factors for tourism destinations, including budget; culture and history; wilderness; 
ease of travel; cosmopolitan environment; facilities; and hunting. Furthermore, Fakeye 
and Crompton (1991) identified six pull factor domains from 32 attributes by utilizing a 
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sample of visitors to a well-known winter destination in Texas. The identified pull factors 
were social opportunities and attractions; natural and cultural amenities; accommodations 
and transportation; infrastructure, foods, and friendly people; physical amenities and 
recreation activities; and bars and evening entertainment. They concluded that the 
perceived importance of the attribute domains differed among non-visitors, first-time 
visitors, and repeat visitors. 
Bowdin et al. (2006) proposed that selecting a venue is a crucial decision that 
ultimately determines many of the elements of an event. Callan and Hoyes (2000) 
investigated the requirements that an event organizer should consider when selecting 
appealing venues for different types of events, including availability, location, 
convenience of parking, cleanliness, lighting, decoration, audio equipment, and beverage 
prices.  Lau and Hui (2010), as practitioners in the field of wedding banquets, indicated 
that the selection attributes discussed in hotel ballroom and restaurant studies were 
primarily related to availability, location, atmospherics, facilities, food, service and price. 
Therefore, this study explored the facilities, service, transportation, budget, and attraction 
of wedding venues in detail.  
Facilities and service consist of lighting/ambiance, size of venue, audio equipment, 
bridal room facilities, photography service, and bridal limousine service. Callan and 
Hoyes (2000) suggested that capacity, which is tangible and measurable, should be a 
primary logistics requirement of an event. It is imperative that wedding banquets involve 
the use of audio equipment and lighting. Adler and Chienm (2004) stated that since 
wedding packages simplify the wedding planning process for the couple and increase 
food and beverage revenues, hotels should provide professional service including bridal 
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room facilities, photography services, and bridal limousine service. In terms of 
transportation, the location of the venue and the availability of parking space is another 
significant factor that influences customer motivation. Bull (1994) proposed that a 
desirable location obviously increases the value of a lodging product to guests. Moreover, 
Callan and Hoyes (2000) demonstrated that an appealing wedding banquet location is not 
only beautiful but also convenient for all guests attending the event. Bowdin et al. (2006) 
identified that the convenience of a location also involves the availability of parking.  
Budget is the cost for customers to purchase a wedding banquet reception and 
includes food price, beverage price, and equipment expenses. Lockyer (2005) found that 
price is the most important consideration in the selection process. Nevertheless, Callan 
and Hoyes (2000) proposed that the provision of beverage service that was required to be 
organized separately increased the cost of a banquet. A wedding banquet differs from 
other events in that it requires the construction of a stage and backdrop. In addition, the 
expenses for equipment such as a bridal limousine and photographer typically make 
wedding costs greater than those of other events.  
Attraction refers to features and attributes of the venue itself and is comprised of 
cleanliness, food quality, availability, decoration, employee attitude (service), and menu 
variety in this study. Liu and Jang (2009) identified that food quality includes food taste, 
freshness, temperature, presentation, and options. In addition, the researchers pointed out 
that cleanliness and decoration with artifacts serve as implicit and explicit signals 
conveyed to users. Auty (1992) argued that food type and quality are the most frequently 
cited choice variables for selecting a restaurant regardless of the occasion. Furthermore, 
according to a study conducted in Hong Kong, Chu and Choi (2000) indicated that 
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employee attitude is the one of the most frequently considered variable. Another factor 
which is easily ignored is availability, which was identified by Forsyth (1999) as the 
matching of an intention and a vacancy. In contrast to planning regular dining activities, a 
wedding couple generally faces challenges in booking a venue at a time that coincides 
with their desired dates. Typically, Chinese couples are required to schedule a reservation 
far in advance, sometimes up to a year or more prior to their reception. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Introduction 
This chapter describes how a quantitative approach was utilized to investigate 
push and pull factors in determining consumers’ motivations for choosing wedding 
banquet venues in Chongqing, China. Surveys were employed to investigate the 
importance of the motivation attributes of the decision makers in the wedding banquet 
planning process. The software Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was 
conducted to analyze the collected data to achieve a reliable outcome. 
 
Use of Human Subjects 
An Application for Approval of Research Involving Humans was submitted to the 
Institutional Review Board of Iowa State University. This research was deemed exempt 
from the requirements of the human subject protections regulations because the key 
personnel that assisted in collecting data in this study (the general manager, banquet 
executive and manager’s secretary of the Chongqing Bayu Humble House Ltd. in China) 
provided a training statement which indicated that they had promised to collect data in a 
manner consistent with the provisions of the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public 
Health’s “Field Training Guides for Data Collectors” in a Chinese language version. A 
copy of the approval is shown in Appendix A and a copy of the training statement in both 
English and Chinese versions can be found in Appendix B. 
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Participants 
All of the participants were the decision makers for wedding banquets held in the 
Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. during the Chinese Spring Festival in 2014. 
These decision makers included wedding couples, parents, relatives, and friends who 
were involved in the decision making process and who were at least 18 years of age. 
Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. was established in 2006 and has an 
outstanding reputation as one of the most popular high-priced Chinese restaurants in 
Chongqing. The most significant reason why this particular restaurant was selected to 
investigate wedding banquet decision makers is that most Chinese are willing to spend a 
large amount of money on wedding banquets as a symbol of the wealth of wedding 
hosting families. For this reason, all decision makers for wedding banquets in Chongqing 
Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. during this period were invited to participate. The total 
sample population consisted of 415 customers.  
 
Survey Instrument 
Pre-test 
Potential survey questions were developed based on previous research. In order to 
ensure the validity of the study, a pre-test involving a sample of six graduate students in 
the Hospitality Management Department of Iowa State University in Ames, Iowa, was 
conducted to refine the push and pull factor items that were generated based on the 
literature review. These students were consulted due to their knowledge of push and pull 
factors and their ability to discern reliable and valid push and pull motivation factor items. 
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Survey 
The survey consisted of three sections: push factor questions, pull factor questions, 
and demographic questions. In the first section, 13 push factor questions were employed 
to investigate decision makers’ reasons for selecting a wedding banquet venue with a 7-
point scale of agreement-disagreement (1 = strongly disagree…7 = strongly agree). The 
13 items covered the six categories of push factors discussed above in the literature 
review section and included “fulfilling prestige” and “gaining knowledge” (Mohammad 
& Som, 2010); “escaping from daily routine” and “seeking relaxation” (Iso-Ahola, 1982, 
1989); and “enhancement of relationships” and “relaxation” (Jang & Cai, 2002; Yuan 
&McDonald, 1990). 
In the second section, 17 pull factor items were utilized to investigate the 
importance of the attributes of the banquet venue with a 7-point scale of agreement –
disagreement (1 = strongly disagree…7 = strongly agree). The 17 items covered four 
categories mentioned in the literature review section, including “facilities” and “budget” 
(Yuan & Mc Donald, 1990); and “attraction” and “transportation” (Fakeye & Crompton, 
1991). 
The demographic information of the participants was collected in the last section 
of the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to provide personal information regarding 
gender, age, educational level, relationship with the wedding couple, personal monthly 
income, wedding banquet budget, and acceptable menu price per table (excluding 
beverage service). 
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Back-translation 
A Chinese language version of the survey was developed through back-translation, 
which is the most common and highly recommended procedure for translating. Back-
translation involves translating from the target language (e.g. Chinese) back to the source 
language (e.g. English). The equivalence between the source and target versions can then 
be evaluated (Brislin, 1970; Chapman et al., 1979).  
Following a review of the literature (Brislin, 1970; Bracken & Barona, 1991; 
McDermott & Palchanes, 1994; Temple, 1997; Chang et al., 1999), suitable translation 
procedures were developed and utilized by two translators as described below: 
1.  The first version was translated by the present author.  
2.  Blind back-translation was completed by a Chinese graduate student in the 
Hospitality Management Department of ISU, who was able to write both 
Chinese and English equally well.  
3. The second version was developed by repeating steps 1 and 2 until the 
Chinese version was acceptably equivalent to the English version.  
4.  Review and modification of the target language version was completed by a 
bilingual specialist.  
 
Data Collection 
Data were collected through paper-based surveys handed out from February 8 to 
February 28, 2014 by a general manager and a banquet executive charged with 
distributing the surveys to the decision makers for wedding banquets in the Chongqing 
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Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. The manager’s secretary was responsible for inputting the 
information collected into an Excel spreadsheet for the subsequent data analysis.  
The Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. features 39 tables and a large 
crystal stage for couples to hold wedding ceremonies in the banquet hall on the third floor. 
Each table can accommodate up to 10 guests. Traditionally, there are two honored host 
tables in the hall that are reserved for the couple, their parents, and their closest relatives 
from each family. These two tables are decorated with red (the color that symbolizes 
weddings in Chinese culture) tablecloths while the other guest tables are decorated with 
light yellow tablecloths. Guest to be seated at the host tables were invited to participate in 
the study, because most or all of these guests may be decision makers in the wedding 
reception planning process. Prior to the banquet, the primary invitation to participate was 
extended by the general manager and banquet staff of the Chongqing Bayu Humble 
House F&B Ltd. via face-to-face interactions with potential decision makers. The content 
and purpose of this study were explained in-person to every participant, and incentives 
were offered to promote participation. Prior to completing the survey, participants were 
informed that they could skip any questions without penalty if they felt uncomfortable 
answering particular questions. Following the wedding banquet, the questionnaires were 
distributed to the invitees who were at least 18 years of age. The questionnaire consisted 
of six pages, the first containing a cover letter including an introduction to the researcher, 
a brief explanation of the purpose of the survey, and informed consent information for the 
study. The second to fourth pages contained specific push and pull questions while the 
fifth and sixth pages were dedicated to the collection of demographic data. The survey 
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was closed on February 28, 2014. A total of 172 surveys were returned, for a total 
response rate of 41.45%. 
 
Data Analysis 
SPSS Version 19.0 was used for all analyses. Due to the paper-based survey mode 
of questionnaire delivery, it was necessary for data entry to be completed by the 
manager’s secretary by inputting responses into an Excel file which was imported into 
SPSS for analysis. Prior to analysis, all data from participants aged younger than 18 and 
from non-decision-makers were removed from the data set. 
Descriptive statistics were gathered from the demographic data of respondents in 
order to provide a summary of the sample. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 
employed to identify the primary themes of push and pull factors. Norris and Lecavalier 
(2010) stated that EFA, a technique within factor analysis, aims to identify the underlying 
relationships between measured variables.  Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to ensure the 
reliability of the measurement scales. Nunnaly (1978) indicated that a Cronbach’s alpha 
of 0.70 is an acceptable reliability coefficient to represent the level of internal consistency 
among factors. In accordance with Karser’s (1974) criterion, only factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1 were retained. Items with loadings greater than .50 were 
accepted as adequate elements of the construct for further analysis (Mertler & Vannatta, 
2010). In addition, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was utilized to determine whether 
significant differences existed between push and pull factors based on the demographic 
variables “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly income”, and “wedding 
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banquet budget”. Finally, Pearson bivariate correlation analysis was conducted to identify 
the relationships between the push and pull factors. 
20 
 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 
Overview 
This chapter provides an overview of the results of the data analysis. The 
overview consists of four sections including descriptive analysis, exploratory factor 
analysis, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and Pearson correlation analysis. 
The first section provides a summary of the demographic characteristics of the 
participants. The second section summarizes the results of the exploratory factor analysis 
and establishes the push and pull constructs utilized throughout the study. The third 
section determines whether significant differences exist among push and pull factors 
using ANOVA analysis based on the demographic variables “relationship with the new 
couple”, “personal monthly income”, and “wedding banquet budget”. The last section 
identifies the relationship between push and pull factors using Pearson correlation 
analysis. 
 
Descriptive Analysis 
The demographics of decision makers participating in the study were 
descriptively analyzed based on seven categories including “gender”, “age”, “education 
level”, “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly income”, “wedding 
banquet budget”, and “acceptable menu price per table (excluding beverage costs)”. A 
summary of the descriptive variables is shown in Table 4.1. Among the 172 usable 
responses, 100% of the respondents reported that they had participated in the decision  
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Table 4.1 
Demographic Descriptive Analysis (N=172) 
Variables   Number Percentage 
      
 
Gender       
Male     89 51.70% 
Female     83 48.30% 
       
Age       
18-25     32 18.60% 
26-30     32 18.60% 
31-35     3 1.70% 
36-45     9 5.20% 
46-55     93 54.10% 
56-65     3 1.70% 
65 and above    0 0 
       
Education level      
High school    15 8.70% 
Some college   66 38.40% 
Undergraduate college degree   78 45.30% 
Graduate degree or above    13 7.60% 
       
Relationship to the new couple    
Bride/Groom    42 24.40% 
The new couple's parents   84 48.80% 
Other family members of the new couple 23 13.40% 
Colleagues of the new couple  8 4.70% 
Friends of the new couple   15 8.70% 
       
Personal monthly income     
¥5,000 or less ($813 or less)  89 51.70% 
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Table 4.1(Continued) 
Variables       Number   Percentage 
      
 
 
 
72 41.90% 
¥5,001-¥10,000 ($814-$1,626) 
¥10,001-¥15,000 ($1,627-$2,439) 
 
11 6.40% 
¥15,001-¥20,000 ($2,440-$3,252) 
 
0 0 
¥20,001-¥25,000 ($3,253-$4,065) 
 
0 0 
¥25,001 or more ($4,066 or more) 
 
0 0 
       
Wedding banquet budget 
   
¥50,000 or less ($8,130 or less) 
 
26 15.10% 
¥50,001-¥100,000 ($8,131-$16,260) 
 
137 79.70% 
¥100,001-¥150,000 ($16,261-$24,390) 
 
9 5.20% 
¥150,001-¥200,000 ($24,391-$32,520) 
 
0 0 
¥200,001 or more ($32,521 or more) 
 
0 0 
            
Acceptable menu price table (excluding beverage 
costs)      
¥1,500 or less ($244 or less) 
  
28 16.30% 
¥1,501-¥2,500 ($245-$406) 
  
139 80.80% 
¥2,501-¥3,500 ($407-$569) 
  
5 2.90% 
¥3,501-¥4,500 ($570-$731) 
  
0 0 
¥4,501-¥5,500 ($732-$894) 
  
0 0 
¥5,501 or more ($895 or more) 
  
0 0 
 
making process for wedding banquets in the Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. 
Cases were excluded listwise in order to manage missing data, and all 172 responses 
were subsequently deemed usable for the analysis.  
The majority (51.7%, n=89) of the survey respondents were male, while 48.3% 
(n=83) were female. The largest percentage of decision makers (54.1%, n=93) were 
between 46 and 55 years of age, whereas 5.2% (n=9) were 36–45 years of age and 1.7 % 
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(n=3) were 56-65 years of age. The second largest percentage of decision makers were 
between 18-25 years of age (18.6%, n=32) and 26-30 years old (18.6%, n=32). None of 
decision makers were older than 65 years of age. 
Greater than two in five decision makers (45.3%, n=78) had attained a bachelor’s 
degree, while 66 (38.4%) decision makers reported that their highest level of education 
was some college, 8.7% (n=15) indicated that a high school diploma was their highest 
level of education, and 13 (7.6%) decision makers reported that their highest level of 
education was a graduate degree or above.  
The majority (48.8%, n=84) of the decision makers reported that they were 
parents of the new couple, whereas 4.7% (n=8) indicated that they were colleagues of the 
new couple, 24.4 % (n=42) were brides or grooms, 13.4% (n=23) were other family 
members of the new couple, and 8.7% (n=15) were friends of the new couple. 
For just over half (51.7%, n=89) of the decision makers, their personal monthly 
income was no greater than ¥5,000 ($813), while 41.9% (n=72) indicated that their 
personal monthly income was between ¥5,001 and ¥10,000 ($814-$1,626), and 6.4% 
(n=11) reported a monthly income between ¥10,001 and ¥15,000 ($1,627-$2,439). None 
of the decision makers reported a personal monthly income of greater than ¥15,001 
($2,440) in this study.  
The majority (79.7%, n=137) of decision makers reported that their wedding 
banquet budget was between ¥50,001 and ¥100,000 ($8,131-$16,260), while 15.1% 
(n=26) indicated that their wedding banquet budget was no more than ¥50,000 ($8,130), 
and 5.20% (n=9) reported that their budget was between ¥100,001 and ¥150,000 
($16,261-$24,390). None of wedding banquet budgets of the decision makers were 
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greater than ¥150,001 ($24,391).  
The majority (80.8%, n=139) of the decision makers indicated that their 
acceptable menu price per table (excluding beverage costs) was between ¥1,501 and 
¥2,500 ($245-$406), while 16.3% (n=28) responded that their acceptable menu price per 
table excluding beverages was no more than ¥1,500 ($244), and 2.9% (n=5) reported that 
their acceptable menu price per table excluding beverages was between ¥2,501and 
¥3,500 ($407-$569). None of decision maker’s acceptable menu price per table 
(excluding beverage costs) was greater than ¥3,501 ($570). 
 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to establish the constructs 
surrounding engagement by using SPSS 19.0. Based on a review of the literature, 17 pull 
items and 13 push items were analyzed in order to delineate the underlying dimensions. 
In accordance with Karser’s (1974) criterion, only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 
were retained. Items with loadings greater than .50 were accepted as adequate elements 
of the construct (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010). The reliability of the push and pull 
constructs was analyzed using reliability analysis that identifies constructs that produce a 
Cronbach’s alpha greater or equal to .70 as acceptable (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Urdan, 2010). The communalities are computed by taking the 
sum of the squared loadings for that variable. Items with low communalities (e.g., less 
than .40) are not highly correlated with one or more of the factors in the solution 
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).  
In order to examine the dimensions underlying the push and pull factor scales, 
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principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation was undertaken. As mentioned 
above, items with loadings greater than .50 were accepted as adequate elements of the 
construct. 
 
Push Factors 
Among the 13 push items, three items (“to choose the location that will match my 
desired image of a wedding reception”, “to relax physically” and “to choose the reception 
location that will fit my needs and personality”) with loadings of less than .50 (-
.815, .379, and .461, respectively) were not retained. As such, these three items were not 
useful to describe any of the four components. The results of the exploratory factor 
analysis for the push factors are displayed in Table 4.2. Four push factors were derived 
from the factor analysis of the 10 retained items. The variables were analyzed using 
scores from a 7-point Likert-style scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree).  
Seeking Relaxation and Knowledge. The first push factor produced an 
eigenvalue of 2.313, explaining 23.132% of the variance. The items in the construct 
reflected the physical and psychological rewards and wedding celebration expectations 
that the decision makers sought out in personal dimensions when choosing wedding 
banquet venues. The means of these four variables in the construct ranged from 4.47 to 
5.92. All items of the construct produced loadings greater than .60: “to relax spiritually” 
(.778), “to experience a different wedding celebration tradition” (.755), “to be away from 
home” (.745), and “indulging in luxury” (.617). The reliability analysis revealed that the 
Seeking Relaxation and Knowledge construct produced an acceptable alpha reliability  
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Table 4.2 
Principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation for push factors 
 
Push factors 
Factor loadings 
Communalities 
Item 
means   
  1 2 3 4    
  
 
        
 
Seeking relaxation and knowledge 
   
To relax spiritually .778 
   
.620 4.85 
To experience a 
different wedding 
celebration tradition 
.755 
   
.626 5.92 
To be away from home .745 
   
.616 4.47 
Indulging in luxury  .617 
   
.526 5.47 
Grand mean 
     
5.176 
       
Escaping from daily routine 
   
To visit a restaurant that I 
have not been to before  
.920 
  
.847 3.87 
To satisfy the desire to be 
somewhere else  
.889 
  
.798 4.74 
Grand mean 
     
4.305 
       
Fulfilling prestige 
    
To increase my social status 
  
.889 
 
.810 5.30 
To celebrate a wedding in a 
place that would impress 
friends and family  
  
.879 
 
.791 5.80 
Grand mean 
     
5.549 
       
Social networking 
       
To visit a place that my 
friends also visit        
.867 .769 3.72 
To enhance communication 
with relatives and friends        
  .864 .748 4.27 
    Grand mean 
             
3.994 
                
Eigenvalue 2.313 1.794 1.541 1.502 
   
Variance explained% 23.132 17.938 15.405 15.02 
   
Reliability alpha .706 .807 .739 .722 
   
Note: Variables scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Slightly agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree 
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coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.706). 
Escaping From Daily Routine. The second push factor produced an eigenvalue 
of 1.794 and explained 17.938% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected 
the motivations that drove decision makers to choose specific wedding banquet venues 
that differed from restaurants and hotels that they usually chose in daily life. The means 
of these two variables in the construct were 3.87 and 4.74, respectively. Moreover, two 
variables of the construct produced loadings greater than .80: “to visit a restaurant that I 
have not been to before” (.920) and “to satisfy the desire to be somewhere else” (.889). 
The reliability analysis revealed that the Escaping From Daily Routine construct 
produced an alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.807) that is considered to be 
good.  
Fulfilling Prestige. The third push factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.541 and 
explained 15.405% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the 
importance of the symbolism of an elite lifestyle that decision makers considered when 
choosing a wedding banquet venue. The means of the variables were 5.30 and 5.80 
respectively. All of the variables in the construct produced loadings greater than .80: “to 
increase my social status” (.889) and “to celebrate a wedding in a place that would 
impress friends and family” (.879). The reliability analysis revealed that the Fulfilling 
Prestige construct produced an acceptable alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha 
=.739). 
Social Networking. The last push factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.502 and 
explained 15.020% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the decision 
makers’ feelings about social networking during the decision-making process. The means 
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of variables in the construct were 3.72 and 4.27 respectively. All of the variables in the 
construct produced loadings greater than .80: “to visit a place that my friends also visit” 
(.867) and “to enhance communication with relatives and friends” (.864). The reliability 
analysis revealed that the Social Networking construct produced an acceptable alpha 
reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.722). 
In summary, among the four push factors, the third push factor (“fulfilling 
prestige”) had the highest mean score (5.549), followed by “seeking relaxation and 
knowledge” (5.176), “escaping from daily routine” (4.305) and “social networking” 
(3.994). Communalities for all of push factor items are greater than .40.  
 
Pull Factors 
Among the 17 push items, only one item: “menu variety”, with a loading of (-
.119), was not retained due to its loading of less than .50. As such, this item was not 
useful to describe any of the components. Six pull factors were derived from the factor 
analysis of the 16 retained items. The results of the exploratory factor analysis for pull 
factors are displayed in Table 4.3. The variables were also analyzed using scores from a 
7-point Likert-style scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Budget. The first pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 2.786 and explained 
17.414% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the decision makers’ 
considerations about the wedding banquet expenses. The means of variables in the 
construct ranged from 5.19 to 5.41. All variables in the construct produced loadings 
greater than .70: “food price” (.884), “beverage price” (.882), and “equipment expense”  
(.716). The reliability analysis revealed that the Budget construct produced an acceptable  
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Table 4.3 
Principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation for pull factors  
Pull factors Factor loadings 
Communalitie
s 
Item 
mean
s 
 1 2 3 4 5 6   
                  
Budget         
Food price .884      .807 5.41 
Beverage 
price 
.882      .785 5.30 
Equipment 
expense 
.716      .558 5.19 
Grand mean       5.300 
         
Atmosphere        
Availability  .795     .686 5.83 
Audio equipment .771     .631 5.69 
Decoration  .769     .611 5.88 
Grand mean       5.800 
         
Wedding services        
Photography service  .861    .757 2.97 
Bridal room facilities  .865    .756 3.28 
Bridal limousine 
service 
 .654    .484 4.05 
Grand mean       3.432 
         
Service and quality        
Cleanliness    .881   .788 5.46 
Employee attitude   .791   .635 5.03 
Food quality   .642   .622 5.71 
Grand mean       5.401 
         
Transportation        
Location of venue    .887  .801 5.14 
Parking space    .869  .771 5.51 
Grand mean       5.323 
         
Facilities        
Lighting/ambiance     .872 .794 5.41 
Size of venue     .864 .781 5.80 
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Table 4.3(Continued) 
Pull factors Factor loadings Communalities 
Item 
means 
 1 2 3 4 5 6   
                  
 
Grand mean 
      
5.605 
         
Eigenvalue 2.786 2.158 1.924 1.633 1.419 1.347 
  
Variance 
explained% 
17.414 13.487 12.024 10.205 8.869 8.416 
  
Reliability 
alpha 
.775 .705 .713 .716 .729 .718    
Note: Variables scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Slightly agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree 
 
alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.775). 
Atmosphere. The second pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 2.158 while 
explaining 13.487% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the decision 
makers’ feelings on tangible and intangible aspects of banquet venues. The means of 
variables in the construct ranged from 5.69 to 5.88. All variables in the construct 
produced loadings greater than .70: “availability” (.795), “audio equipment” (.771), and 
“decoration” (.769). The reliability analysis revealed that the Atmosphere construct 
produced an acceptable alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.705). 
Wedding Services. The third pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.924 and 
explained 12.024% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the decision 
makers’ considerations regarding the wedding services provided by wedding banquet 
venues. The means of variables in the construct ranged from 2.97 to 4.05. All variables in 
the construct produced loadings greater than .60: “photography service” (.861), “bridal 
room facilities” (.865), and “bridal limousine service” (.716). The reliability analysis 
revealed that the Wedding services construct produced an acceptable alpha reliability 
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coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.713). 
Service and Quality. The fourth pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.633 and 
explained 10.205% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the attractive 
attributes of wedding banquet venues that decision makers focused on. The means of 
variables in the construct ranged from 5.03 to 5.71. All variables in the construct 
produced loadings greater than .60: “cleanliness” (.881), “employee attitude” (.791), and 
“food quality” (.642). The reliability analysis revealed that the Service and Quality 
construct produced an acceptable alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.716). 
Transportation. The fifth pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.419 while 
explaining 8.869% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the 
significance of convenience in the venue choices considered by the decision makers. The 
means of the variables in the construct were 5.14 and 5.51 respectively. All variables in 
the construct produced loadings greater than .80: “location of venue” (.887) and “parking 
space” (.869). The reliability analysis revealed that the Transportation construct produced 
an acceptable alpha reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.729). 
Facilities. The final pull factor produced an eigenvalue of 1.347 and explained 
8.416% of the variance. The variables in the construct reflected the decision makers’ 
considerations about wedding banquet venue facilities. The means of the variables in the 
construct were 5.41 and 5.80 respectively. All variables in the construct produced 
loadings greater than .80: “lighting/ambiance” (.872) and “size of venue” (.864). The 
reliability analysis revealed that the Facilities construct produced an acceptable alpha 
reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha =.718). 
In summary, among the six pull factors, the second pull factor (“atmosphere”) had 
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the highest mean score (5.800), followed by “facilities” (5.605), “service and quality” 
(5.401), “transportation” (5.323), “budget” (5.300), and “wedding services” (3.432). 
Communalities for all of push factor items are greater than .40. 
 
ANOVA Results 
 
To compare the differences between push and pull factors among three 
demographic variables (“relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly income”, 
and “wedding banquet budget”), one-way ANOVA was employed. 
 
Comparison of Push and Pull Factors for Different Relationship Groups 
The first ANOVA analysis conducted to examine differences in the importance of 
the push and pull factors for the five different relationship groups of the new couple 
(Group 1: bride/groom; Group 2: the new couple’s parents; Group 3: other family 
members of the new couple; Group 4: friends of the new couple; and Group 5: colleagues 
of the new couple). 
The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.4. Based on the results, 
significant differences were observed for the relationship groups regarding only one pull 
factor, “budget” (p<.05), Group 4 showed the highest mean score (5.444), indicating that 
friends of the new couple tended to perceive the budget factor to be more important than 
did the other four groups. Other significant differences among the relationship groups 
were not noted. 
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Table 4.4 
ANOVA for comparison of push and pull factors by relationship group 
 
Push and pull 
factors 
  
 
Group 1 
(n=42) 
 
Group 2 
(n=84) 
 
Group 3 
(n=23) 
 
Group 4 
(n=15) 
 
Group 5     
(n=8) 
 
ANOVA 
Push factors               
Seeking 
relaxation and 
knowledge 
Mean 5.101 5.205 5.174 5.183 5.250 F=.585 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.674 
Fulfilling 
prestige 
Mean 5.488 5.637 5.326 5.567 5.563 F=1.447 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.221 
Escaping from 
daily routine 
Mean 4.405 4.256 4.239 4.267 4.563 F=.562 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.690 
Social 
networking 
Mean 3.988 4.071 3.891 3.800 3.875 F=.959 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.432 
Pull factors               
Budget Mean 5.421 5.206 5.377 5.444 5.167 F=2.479 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.046 
Atmosphere Mean 5.849 5.818 5.739 5.778 5.583 F=1.056 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.380 
Facilities Mean 5.655 5.643 5.435 5.700 5.250 F=1.905 
  Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.112 
Wedding 
services 
Mean 3.429 3.429 3.464 3.400 3.458 F=.047 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A P=.996 
Transportation Mean 5.464 5.316 5.217 5.233 5.125 P=1.236 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A F=.298 
Service and 
quality  
Mean 4.667 4.563 4.522 4.667 4.542 P=.950 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A F=.436 
Note: Variables scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Slightly agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree. Group1: 
bride/groom, Group 2: the new couple’s parents, Group 3: other family members of the new couple, Group 
4: friends of the new couple, Group 5: colleagues of the new couple.  
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Comparison of Push and Pull Factors for Different Personal Monthly Income 
Groups 
The second ANOVA analysis involved an examination of the push and pull 
factors across the three personal monthly income groups including Group1: ¥5000 or less 
($813 or less); Group 2: ¥5,001- ¥10,000 ($814-$1,626); and Group 3: ¥10,000-¥15,000 
($1,627-$2,439).  
The results of this analysis are provided in Table 4.5, which shows that there was no 
significant difference observed among push and pull factors, since all p-values of each 
factor were greater than .050.  
Table 4.5 
ANOVA for comparison of push and pull factors by personal monthly income group 
 
Push and pull factors 
 
  
Group 1 
(n=89) 
 
Group 2 
(n=72) 
 
Group 3 
(n=11) 
 
ANOVA 
      
Push factors      
Seeking relaxation and knowledge Mean 5.185 5.184 5.046 F=.668 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.514 
Fulfilling prestige Mean 5.506 5.590 5.636 F=.545 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.581 
Escaping from daily routine Mean 4.287 4.271 4.682 F=1.506 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.225 
Social networking Mean 3.893 4.111 4.046 F=2.635 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.075 
      
Pull factors      
Budget Mean 5.292 5.264 5.606 F=2.853 
 Difference N/A (3) (2) P=.060 
Atmosphere Mean 
Difference 
5.802 
N/A 
5.796 
N/A 
5.818 
N/A 
F=.017 
P=.983 
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Table 4.5 (Continued) 
 
Push and pull factors 
 
  
Group 1 
(n=89) 
 
Group 2 
(n=72) 
 
Group 3 
(n=11) 
 
ANOVA 
      
Facilities Mean 5.669 5.563 5.364 F=2.100 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.126 
Wedding services Mean 3.405 3.454 3.515 F=.368 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.693 
      
      
Transportation Mean 5.292 5.382 5.182 F=.887 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.414 
Service and quality Mean 4.607 4.583 4.515 F=.325 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.723 
Note: Variables scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Slightly agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree. Group1: ¥5000 
or less ($813 or less), Group 2: ¥5,001- ¥10,000 ($814-$1,626), Group 3: ¥10,000-¥15,000 ($1,627-$2,439). 
 
 
Comparison of Push and Pull Factors for Different Wedding Banquet Budget 
Groups 
 
The final ANOVA procedure revealed a significant effect based on the 
examination of the push and pull factors across the three wedding banquet budget groups 
including Group 1: ¥50.000 or less ($8,130 or less); Group 2: ¥50,001- ¥10,000 ($8,131-
$16,260); and Group 3: ¥100,000-¥150,000 ($16,261-$24,390). The results of the 
analysis conducted to explore this effect are shown in Table 4.6. 
For the push factor “social networking” (p=.030), Group 1 showed the highest 
mean score (4.115), indicating that the decision maker whose wedding banquet budget 
was ¥50.000 or less ($8,130 or less) tended to perceive social networking as more 
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important than did the other groups of decision makers. Other differences were not 
significantly recorded since their p-values were greater than .050.  
 
Table 4.6 
ANOVA for comparison of push and pull factors by wedding banquet budget group 
 
Push and pull factors 
 
 
Group 1 
(n=26) 
 
Group 2 
(n=137) 
 
Group 3 
(n=9) 
 
ANOVA 
Push factors      
Seeking relaxation and 
knowledge 
Mean 5.212 5.175 5.083 F=.367 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.693 
Fulfilling prestige Mean 5.635 5.544 5.389 F=.620 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.539 
Escaping from daily routine Mean 4.404 4.263 4.667 F=1.505 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.225 
Social networking Mean 4.115 4.004 3.500 F=3.597 
 Difference (3) (3) (1,2) P=.030 
      
Pull factors      
Budget Mean 5.397 5.273 5.444 F=1.335 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.266 
Atmosphere Mean 5.769 5.813 5.704 F=.457 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.634 
Facilities Mean 5.789 5.577 5.500 F=2.013 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.137 
Wedding services Mean 3.539 3.411 3.444 F=.741 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.478 
Transportation Mean 5.289 5.307 5.667 F=1.830 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.164 
Service and quality Mean 4.628 4.596 4.407 F=1.259 
 Difference N/A N/A N/A P=.286 
Note: Variables scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly 
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Slightly agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree. Group1: 
¥50.000 or less ($8,130 or less), Group 2: ¥50,001- ¥10,000 ($8,131-$16,260), Group 3: ¥100,000-
¥150,000 ($ 16,261-$24,390). 
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Pearson Bivariate Correlation Analysis 
 
The direction and magnitude of the correlation determines whether the values of 
one variable are associated with the values of a second variable (Urdan, 2010). For 
instance, if a correlation between two variables is positive, it is assumed that as one 
variable increases or decreases, the other variable increases or decreases accordingly. In 
contrast, a negative correlation indicates that as one variable increases or decreases, the 
other variable decreases or increases accordingly. The magnitude of correlation ranges 
from -1 to 1. A correlation coefficient between –.20 and .20 indicates a weak relationship 
between variables, while a coefficient between –.20 and –.50 or .20 and .50 reveals a 
moderate relationship. A coefficient between –.50 and –.70 or .50 and .70 indicates a 
strong relationship (Urdan, 2010; Aron et al., 2005). 
 
Table 4.7 
Correlation analysis of push and pull factors 
Push factors 
  
Pull factors 
Budget Atmosphere Facilities 
Wedding 
services 
Transportation 
Service 
and 
quality 
Seeking 
relaxation and 
knowledge 
-.146 .028 -.085 .116 .084 -.002 
Fulfilling 
prestige 
.030 -.008 .084 .014 -.058 .103 
Escaping from 
daily routine 
-.042 .013 .045 -.072 -.129 .073 
Social 
networking  
.024 -.005 -.021 -.018 -.085 .089 
Note: None of Correlations are qualified to be marked with an asterisk (*) as significant values at p < .050. 
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Table 4.7 shows the results of the Pearson bivariate correlation analysis conducted 
to examine the relationships among the push and pull factors identified in this research. 
Only correlation coefficient (with a minimum -.20≤ r ≤ .20) found among these push and 
pull factors at the p < .050 level was considered as reasonable proof to demonstrate the 
existence of relationships among them. Since none of the coefficients shown in Table 4.7 
met the minimum requirement, it was concluded that no correlation between the push and 
pull factors was significant in this study.   
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
Overview 
This chapter concludes the results of the analyses conducted using the data that 
were obtained in a survey of consumers at the Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. 
It also provides implications, limitations, and recommendations for future study. A 
review of the literature surrounding push and pull factors in determining consumers’ 
motivations for choosing wedding banquet venues led to the development of the four 
research questions that guided this study:  
 What are the influencing push factors for decision makers when they choose 
wedding banquet venues? 
  What are the influencing pull factors for decision makers when they choose 
wedding banquet venues?  
 Are there any differences in the push and pull factors across demographic 
variables including “relationship with the new couple”, “personal monthly 
income”, and “wedding banquet budget? 
 Are there any relationships among the push and pull factors in the study?  
 
Conclusion 
 
This section provides a conclusion of the results of the descriptive analysis, 
exploratory factor analysis, ANOVA analysis, and correlation analysis. The data were 
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quantitatively analyzed using SPSS 19.0. 
 
Descriptive Analysis 
According to the results of the descriptive analysis, the present author found that 
the majority (51.70%, n=89) of survey respondents were male, while 48.30% (n=83) 
were female. The largest percentage of decision makers (54.10%, n=93) were between 46 
and 55 years of age. None of decision makers were 65 years old or older. Just less than 
half (48.8%, n=84) of the decision makers reported that they were parents of the new 
couple, while 24.40% (n=42) of the decision makers indicated that they were brides or 
grooms. These results indicate that older respondents were the significant parties 
participating in the decision-making processes and that the majority were parents of the 
couples. Moreover, for more than two in five decision makers (45.30%, n=78), their 
highest education level was a bachelor’s degree, while 66 (38.40%) decision makers 
reported that their highest level of education was some college. Only 13 (7.60%) decision 
makers reported that their highest level of education was a graduate degree or above. The 
researcher suggests that the Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd was attractive to 
decision makers who had obtained higher education. For just over half (51.70%, n=89) of 
the decision makers, their personal monthly income was no more than ¥5,000 ($813), 
while 41.90% (n=72) indicated that their personal monthly income was between ¥5,001 
and ¥10,000 ($814-$1,626). However, the majority (79.70%, n=137) of the decision 
makers reported that their wedding banquet budget was between ¥50,001 and ¥100,000 
($8,131-$16,260). The results revealed that most decision makers were willing to spend 
nearly the amount of their annual income on a wedding banquet, demonstrating that they 
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perceived wedding banquets as a very important event worth considerable expenditure. 
Furthermore, the vast majority (80.80%, n=139) of the decision makers indicated that 
their acceptable menu price per table (excluding beverage costs) was between ¥1,501 and 
¥2,500 ($245-$406). In China, menu price per table offered by restaurants and hotels 
doesn’t include beverage costs because of Chinese wine drinking culture. Drinking wine 
has become a sign of culture and of wealth.  Customers may have some specular options 
to choose wine based on their budget. For this case, this kind of menu price is considered 
as a convenient way for consumers to make decisions when they concern about the total 
amount of money paid for the banquet. The researcher suggests that, based on their 
indicated budgets, the acceptable menu price per table of decision makers was correlated 
with the number of tables that they planned to reserve. Generally, the number of tables 
needed in a wedding banquet ranges from 15 to 20 in China, ensuring that all of the 
friends and relatives of the new couple can be served in the venue. Therefore, it is 
imperative to appropriately price a menu per table to attract guests. 
 
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The results of exploratory analysis revealed that the extracted 10 push items 
resulted in four underlying push factors: “seeking relaxation and knowledge”, “fulfilling 
prestige”, “escaping from daily routine”, and “social networking”. The most important 
push factors were “fulfilling prestige”, which had the highest mean score (5.549); 
followed by “seeking relaxation and knowledge” (5.176); “escaping from daily routine” 
(4.305); and “social networking” (3.994). The results suggest that decision makers in 
China are more likely to consider wedding banquet venues as valuable resources that 
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provide important opportunities to fulfill prestige. 
The exploratory factor analysis also revealed that the extracted 16 pull items 
resulted in six underlying pull factors: “budget”, “atmosphere”, “facilities”, “wedding 
services”, “transportation”, and “service and quality”. Decision makers highly rated 
“atmosphere” (5.800), followed by “facilities” (5.605), “service and quality” (5.401), 
“transportation” (5.323), and “budget” (5.300). The least important pull factor was 
“wedding services” which had the lowest mean score (3.432). This finding reflects the 
fact that the decision makers are likely to be more concerned about the atmosphere and 
facilities of venues than the wedding services provided by the venues. 
 
ANOVA and Correlation Analysis 
The ANOVA analysis examined the differences in these push and pull factors 
across three different demographic variables: “relationship with the new couple”, 
“personal monthly income”, and “wedding banquet budget”. 
The first significant difference for the different groups was found across the 
variable “relationship with the new couple” on one pull factor, “budget” (p<.050). This 
finding indicated that Group 4 showed the highest mean score (5.444), which means that 
the friends of the new couple tended to perceive the “budget” pull factor to be more 
important compared to the other four groups. Other differences were not significantly 
recorded. 
The last significant difference for the different groups was observed across the 
variable “wedding banquet budget” on one pull factor, “social networking” (p=.030). 
This finding indicated that the decision maker whose wedding banquet budget was no 
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more than ¥50,000 ($8,130) tended to perceive social networking to be more important 
than did the other groups of decision makers. Other differences were not significantly 
recorded, because their p-values were greater than .050.  
Finally, the researcher failed to find a significant relationship among these push 
and pull factors at the p < .050 level. This suggested that decision makers are willing to 
consider independently about push and pull factors when choosing wedding banquet 
venues. 
Implications 
The decision makers in this study rated the push factor, “fulfilling prestige” as the 
most important push factor with the highest mean score, which is consistent with the 
results of a theme park study conducted by Mohammad and Som (2010). Moreover, the 
most important pull factor was determined to be “atmosphere”, which refers to decoration, 
audio equipment, and availability of the venue in wedding banquet venue research. The 
culture of China emphasizes status and food. Thus, wedding banquet industry marketers 
in China should be aware that potential consumers are motivated to patronize wedding 
banquet venues such as restaurants and hotels based on their demand for a prestigious and 
elite atmosphere. As such, managers and marketers should strive to provide superlative 
ambiance and service in their venues.  
With regard to push factors, the findings about “escaping from daily routine” and 
“social networking” are consistent with the results of previous tourism studies about 
travel destinations (e.g.,Iso-Ahola, 1982 & 1989; Dann, 1981). Wedding venue industry 
practitioners should seek to create distinct experiences for consumers and offer 
exceptionally unique venues. Moreover, as mentioned above, the decision maker whose 
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wedding banquet budget was ¥50.000 or less ($8,130 or less) tended to perceive social 
networking as more important than did the other groups of decision makers. Marketers in 
the wedding banquet industry are therefore advised to develop appealing facilities with 
appropriately priced menus for consumers that perceive wedding banquets as 
opportunities to enhance social connection and communication between guests. A new 
push factor, “seeking relaxation and knowledge” was identified in this study. Industry 
practitioners in wedding banquets in China are expected to satisfy consumers’ demands 
for spiritual relaxation and knowledge in wedding celebration tradition such as the 
difference of etiquette between western reception and traditional Chinese reception. 
The pull factor “wedding services” was identified as having the lowest mean 
score among pull factors. In China, consumers generally are willing to employ wedding 
service agencies, which offer a wide range of well-organized wedding services including 
dating services, wedding planning, wedding car rentals, dress rentals, video recording 
services, wedding photography services, wedding banquets, and masters of ceremonies. 
Thus, wedding banquet industry practitioners should decrease the costs associated with 
providing wedding services in restaurants or hotels to make their services more appealing 
to decision makers, or cooperate with professional wedding service agencies to develop 
mutually beneficial collaborations that offer good value to customers and encourage the 
purchase of wedding services when selecting a banquet venue. 
The new pull factor “service and quality” was identified as having the third mean 
score among six pull factors. This factor refers to cleanliness, employee attitude, and food 
quality. Previous researchers have underscored the significance of these three attributes 
as implicit and explicit signals delivered to consumers (Liu and Jang, 2009; Chu & Choi, 
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2000). Thus, it is advised that industry practitioners strive to improve the quality of 
service and food and guarantee exemplary restaurant/hotel staff performance in order to 
meet or exceed customers’ expectations. 
The present author’s findings on the three pull factors “budget”, “transportation”, 
and “facilities” are consistent with previous studies (e.g.,Yuan and Mc Donald, 1990; 
Kim, Lee & Klenosky, 2002; Fakeye and Crompton 1991). As mentioned above, among 
the decision makers participating in the surveys, friends of the new couple tended to 
perceive the “budget” pull factor to be more important in comparison to the other four 
groups. One explanation for this finding is that the friends of the new couple might also 
be considering marriage and would therefore be budget minded when thinking about the 
wedding planning process. Therefore, marketers should provide a variety of banquet 
menu plans that include lower and moderately priced options to meet the needs of this 
group. In terms of the pull factor “facilities”, the selection attributes discussed in previous 
hotel ballroom and restaurant studies are primarily related to availability, location, 
atmosphere, and facilities (Lau & Hui, 2010). Since Chinese consumers are generally 
willing to reserve 15 to 20 tables for wedding banquets, industry practitioners should 
ensure that their venues are adequately sized to accommodate the number of guests that 
the wedding hosts wish to invite. With regard to the pull factor “transportation”, a 
previous study conducted by Callan and Hoyes (2000) investigated the requirements that 
an event organizer should consider when selecting appealing venues in terms of location 
and parking accommodations Thus, wedding banquet venue staff should seek to optimize 
the convenience of location and parking to ensure ease of access and sufficient parking 
spaces for consumers. 
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Limitations and Future Study 
Although this study offers a unique and valuable contribution by making the first 
attempt to utilize push-pull theory to investigate customer motivation in choosing 
wedding banquet venues, it nonetheless poses some limitations to be addressed. First, the 
population for this research consisted of consumers who participated in the decision-
making process for choosing Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. as a wedding 
banquet venue and who were surveyed from February 8 to February 28, 2014. This 
narrow study population limits the generalization of the findings of this study. Second, 
while respondents obtained incentives for their participation, some participants 
nonetheless may not have reported entirely accurate information on the surveys because 
of privacy concerns. Third, it should be noted that only 10 of the 13 push items and 16 of 
the 17 pull items were covered as usable categories of push and pull factors using EFA. 
Since these categories cannot comprehensively describe all customer motivations for 
choosing wedding banquet venues, the explanations and implications of the results may 
be too limited to be generalized.  
Future studies should survey a larger number of consumers, and researchers may 
consider additional push and pull motivation factors to include for analysis. Of particular 
interest may be psychological factors that drive consumers to make wedding banquet 
venue decisions. Furthermore, the relationships among push and pull factors in this study 
were not found to be significant; however, relationships between the factors may exist 
nonetheless. Future researchers should develop categories of push and pull factors based 
on this study to examine the relationships between them. Finally, it is also advised that 
further research be conducted utilizing alternative theories to investigate this topic. Little 
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research has focused on the wedding banquet industry and, while this study made the first 
attempts to use push and pull factor theory to analyze customers’ motivations in choosing 
banquet venues, other theories may be also be useful in gaining an understanding of 
selection attributes in the decision-making process. 
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APPENDIX C. QUESTIONNAIRE  
A Survey of Motivations for Choosing Wedding Banquet Venues  
 
Dear Participants, 
 
Welcome to the Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. I am a graduate student in the 
hospitality management program at Iowa State University in the United States. I am 
conducting a survey to investigate the factors influencing consumers’ motivations 
for choosing the Bayu Humble House as their wedding banquet venue. It would be 
greatly appreciated if you would take 10 minutes to fill out this short survey. You may 
skip any questions you do not feel comfortable answering.  
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You must be 18 years of age or older 
to participate in this study. Your participation is anonymous. Your responses will be 
used for research purposes only. We ensure the confidentiality of the information 
provided by participants in the survey. This project has been approved by Iowa State 
University’s Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects. 
 
As an incentive for your participation, you will enjoy a 5% discount off the service 
fee of an evening wedding banquet at the Chongqing Bayu Humble House F&B Ltd. 
This discount cannot be combined with other discount offers. This discount is not 
redeemable for cash and is not applicable toward previous purchases.  
 
I greatly appreciate your valuable time in participating in this survey.  
 
Sincerely, 
Ling Guan  
Master’s Degree Student     
Department of Apparel, Events, & Hospitality Management  
Iowa State University 
E-mail: guanling@iastate.edu   Telephone: (515) 817-3697 
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Section I. The purpose of this study is to investigate the motivations of decision-
makers to choose Bayu Humble House as the wedding banquet venue. If you are the 
new couple, or the new couple’s family and friends who involve into the decision 
making process of selecting a restaurant/hotel as the wedding banquet venue, please 
finish the following sections. Otherwise, please quit the survey now. 
 
 Decision-maker  
 
 Non decision-maker 
 
 
 
Section II.. We are interested to know the importance of the attributes of Bayu Humble 
House as your motivations to select it as the wedding banquet venue. Please rate each 
item with 7-point Likert rating scale: 1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree.  
 
Assessment Items Strongly              Neither            Strongly  
Disagree                                      Agree 
Employee attitude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Equipment 
expenses 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cleanliness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Food Quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Availability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Decoration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Lighting/ambiance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Location of venue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Size of venue 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Audio equipment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Menu variety 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Beverage price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Food price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bridal room 
facilities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Photography 
service 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bridal limousine 
service 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Parking space 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section III. We are interested in your personal reasons except the restaurant attributes 
House to motivate you to choose Bayu Humble House as the wedding banquet venue.  
Please rate the following items with the 7-point Likert rating scale: 1=strongly disagree 
to 7=strongly agree.  
 
Assessment Items Strongly               Neither            Strongly 
Disagree                                        Agree 
To increase my 
social status 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To visit a place 
that my friends 
also visit 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To enhance 
communication 
with relatives and 
friends 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To satisfy the 
desire to be 
somewhere else  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To relax spiritually 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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To visit a 
restaurant that I 
have not been to 
before 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To experience a 
different wedding 
celebration 
tradition 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To be away from 
home 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To celebrate a 
wedding in a place 
that would impress 
my friends and 
family 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Indulging in 
luxury 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To relax physically  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
To choose the 
reception location 
that will fit my 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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needs and 
personality 
To choose the 
location that will 
match my desired 
image of wedding 
reception 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
SectionⅣ. There are just a few more questions about your demographic information. 
 
1. What is your gender?  
 
Male 
Female 
 
 
2. Your Age : 
 
18-25 
26-30 
31-35 
36-45 
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46-55 
56-65 
65 and above  
 
3. Education level: 
 
 High School 
 Some College  
 Undergraduate college degree 
 Graduate degree or above 
 
4. Your relationship to the new couple 
 
 Bride or groom 
 The new couple’s parents 
 Other family members of the new couple 
 Friends of the new couple 
 Colleagues of the new couple 
 
5. Personal monthly income: 
 ¥5,000 or less ($813 or less) 
 ¥5,001- ¥10,000 ($814-$1,626) 
 ¥10,001- ¥15,000 ($1,627-$2,439) 
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 ¥15,001- ¥20,000 ($2,440-$3,252) 
 ¥20,001- ¥25,000 ($3,253-$4,065) 
 ¥25,001 or more ($4,066 or more) 
 
6. Wedding banquet budget: 
       ¥50,000 or less ($8,130 or less) 
 ¥50,001- ¥100,000 ($8,131-$16,260) 
 ¥100,001- ¥150,000 ($16,261-$24,390) 
 ¥150,001- ¥200,000 ($24,391-$32,520) 
 ¥200,001 or more ($32,521 or more) 
 
7. Acceptable menu price per table (excluding beverage costs): 
       ¥1,500 or less ($244 or less) 
       ¥1,501- ¥2,500 ($245-$406) 
       ¥2,501- ¥3,500 ($407-$569) 
       ¥3,501- ¥4,500 ($570-$731) 
       ¥4,501- ¥5,500 ($732-$894) 
       ¥5,501 or more ($895 or more) 
 
 
 
 
